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PER CURI AM

Ant hony Lanont MKi nney appeals fromthe judgnent of the
district court convicting him of possession of a firearm as a
convicted felon. MKinney clains that the court erred in denying
his notion to suppress. Finding no error, we affirm

McKi nney first clainms that the court erred in concluding
that his encounter with Oficer C T. Sluder of the UNC- G eensboro
Pol i ce Departnment was consensual in nature. Because this claim
i nvol ves m xed questions of fact and law, this court reviews the
district court’s factual findings for clear error and the | ega

conclusions drawn fromthe facts de novo. See Onelas v. United

States, 517 U. S. 690, 699 (1996); United States v. Cerant, 995 F. 2d

505, 508 (4th Gr. 1993).

Qur review of the record supports the district court’s
conclusion. Sluder’s interaction wth the occupants of the vehicle
was described as cooperative. It was brief, and there were no
actions taken by Sl uder that suggest McKinney' s will was overbor ne.

Accordingly, we deny relief on this claim See United States V.

Lattinore, 87 F.3d 647, 650 (4th Cr. 1996) (en banc); see also

Maryland v. Wlson, 519 U S. 408, 415 (1997).

McKi nney al so asserts that even if the encounter was
consensual, Sluder |acked probable cause to arrest MKinney for
possessi on of a conceal ed weapon because such possession i s not per

seillegal in North Carolina. As this issue was not presented to



the district court, we reviewfor plainerror. See Fed. R CrimP.

52(b); United States v. A ano, 507 U S. 725, 732-37 (1993). North

Carolina law provides for the issuance of a concealed weapon
permt. See N.C. Cen. Stat. 88 14-415.10 - 415.23 (2001).
However, North Carolina also requires one with a conceal ed weapon
to advise a law enforcenent officer “when approached” that the
individual is carrying a conceal ed weapon and has the appropriate
permt on his person. See § 14-415.11(a). MKinney did not advise
Sl uder that he was carrying a weapon until asked and did not inform
Sl uder that he had a permt for such a weapon. As a consequence,
Sl uder had reason to believe that MKinney was in violation of
North Carolina law. It was not plain error for the district court
to concl ude ot herw se.

W affirm the judgnent of the district court. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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